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Abstract 
Tasks  hold  a  central  place  in  SLA  research  and  language  pedagogy. Any single task can be performed in a number of 
different ways, depending on how the speakers consider it and the knowledge and skill they can bring to bear. Other factors may  
influence  EFL  learners'  performance  on  tasks, among  them  are:  task structure  (structured  or  unstructured),  modality of  
task  (oral  or written),  planning condition (pre-planning or  no-planning), and learner  factors (such as gender, age,…). Few  
studies  have  been  carried  out on  the  effects  of learner factors on  aspects  of  task  performance. As  the  literature  lacked 
studies  on written tasks and the effect of participant factor on learners’ performance, the  present study   set   out  to  investigate  
the  effect  of strategic planning and no-planning, task type on  different aspects of performance. To achieve this purpose 60 
learners, i.e. 30 for strategic planning group and 30 for no-planning group, from intact classes were randomly assigned to two 
groups, each consisting of 30 students. Each learner in each of the two groups performed two types of tasks, i.e. personal and 
narrative tasks, over a period of three weeks.  Learners' performance was measured in terms of fluency and accuracy. The data 
were collected and analyzed. The following results were obtained: a. There was a significant difference between strategic planned 
with no detailed guidance and  no-planned  groups  in terms of performance measures; b. There was a significant difference  
between the  two  types  of tasks; c. There was not any interaction between task type and  planning  condition. The findings 
revealed that giving learners time to plan before commencing the task, leading them to better performance. Also, the type of the 
task had an effect on their performance, i.e. the structured task was easier to perform than the other task. The findings revealed 
strong effects of planning on all aspects of learners' performance. In terms of interaction, there was not any interaction between 
task type and planning condition.   
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1. Introduction 
Tasks have played a central role in SLA research and have brought SLA and language pedagogy together. Since 
1980s SLA researchers suggested particular task types that have created strong theoretical foundations to classroom 
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practitioners. Tasks appear to be an ideal construct to link the fields of SLA and language pedagogy (Ellis, 2003; 
Slimani – Rolls, 2005). 
 
Skehan and Foster (1997) extended their research into the effects of planning with the three task types of 
personal, narrative, and decision–making. They replicated the effects of planning on complexity, fluency, and 
accuracy, which enter into some degree of competition with one another for limited attentional resources, and also 
were able to show that some task properties, under some conditions, have systematic influence on complexity, 
fluency, and accuracy. The role of strategic planning has attracted considerable attention from researchers. The 
effects of this kind of planning on all three dimensions of production – fluency, accuracy, and complexity – have 
been studied (Ellis, 2005; Skehan& Foster, 1997; Ahmadi, 2008). 
 
Studies by Foster (1996), Foster and Skehan (1996), Skehan and Foster (1997) reveal that strategic planning 
helps learners to enhance their fluency. In contrast to fluency, the effects of strategic planning on accuracy appear to 
be quite mixed. Crookes (1989), however, found that planning had little effect on accuracy. The results are clearer 
for complexity. As for fluency, strategic planning has a definite, positive effect; planners produce more complex 
language than non-planners (Ellis, 2003). 
  
As  the  literature  lacked studies on written tasks and the effect of participant factor on learners’ performance, 
the  present study set out  to investigate  the  effect  of strategic planning and no-planning, task type on  different 
aspects of performance, where learners have the opportunity to plan before they produce the language and also are 
taught how to plan before they start writing. 
 
1.1. Statement of the problem and purpose of the study.  
The present study has focused on the effect of two task types (personal and narrative) and two different task 
implementation conditions of strategic planning and no-planning on the written performance of Iranian Intermediate 
EFL learners which has been meseared in terms of fluency and accuracy. In that respect, compared to other studies, 
it has taken the view that we need to better understand how planning comes about since previous studies, although 
demonstrating clear effects for planning, have not been fine-tuned enough to suggest exactly how planning impacts 
upon performance. In addition, it may lead to more effective considerations of form- meaning relationships as 
different viewpoints are resolved, so intensifying the way planning time is used (Skehan & Foster, 1999).  
 
More interestingly, for present purposes are the effects of strategic planning, where learners receive no detailed 
instructions about how to plan before they start writing (Ellis, 2003). Writing is a significant way of expressing 
thought and ideas; however, it is still believed to be difficult for the majority of ESL/EFL students as they have to go 
through difficult processes of learning how to write in their second / foreign language. In addition, the situation is 
slightly more complicated for the measurement of fluency in written performance. 
 
1.2. Significance of and justification for the study 
To this end, strategic planning in Task Based Language Teaching (TBLT) can make a significant main effect on 
what our students should achieve. Therefore, the present study gains significance as the results can shed more light 
on the effects of strategic planning and task types on written performance. As Ellis (2008) asserts, in respect to the 
measurement of fluency in written performance, it will be needed to time the students' writing and calculate the 
number of words per minute. We should delete repetitions and corrections to produce "pruned words per minute" as 
we measure. 
 
1.3. Research questions and hypotheses 
In this study, the following research questions will be investigated:  
Q1: Is there any relationship between task types (personal and narrative tasks) and different aspects of Iranian 
Intermediate EFL learners' written performance (accuracy and fluency)?  
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    Q2: Is there any relationship between planning conditions (strategic planning and no-planning) and different 
aspects of Iranian Intermediate EFL learners' written performance (accuracy and fluency)?  
    Q3: Is there any relationship between planning conditions (strategic planning and no – planning), task types 
(personal and narrative tasks) and different aspects of Iranian Intermediate EFL learners' written performance 
(accuracy and fluency)?  
With respect to these questions, the hypotheses will be as follows:  
    HO1: There is no relationship between task types (Personal and narrative tasks) and difference aspects of Iranian 
Intermediate EFL learners' written performance (accuracy and fluency).  
    HO2: There is no relationship between planning condition (strategic planning and no-planning) and different 
aspects of Iranian Intermediate EFL learners' written performance (accuracy and fluency).  
    HO3: There is no relationship between planning condition (strategic planning and no-planning) task types 
(personal and narrative tasks), and different aspects of Iranian Intermediate EFL learners' written performance 
(accuracy and fluency).  
 
2.  Review of the related literature 
2.1. Task-Based Language Teaching 
Yule, Powers, and Macdonald (1992), have explained that during the past decade, Second Language Teaching 
(SLT) professionals have become attracted in task-based learning, not beside other syllabuses, but as the major 
controller concept of the curriculum and the classroom materials. Ellis (2000) believes that improvements of foreign 
language learners' communicative competence are of the most proposed foreign language instruction goals. Ellis 
(2005) has also asserted that preparing students for understanding and performing pragmatic meaning need "a task-
based (or, at least, a task-supported) approach to language teaching" (Ellis, 2005, pp. 209). 
  
2.2. Task Definition 
The term "task" has been accounted for and employed widely in the works of second and foreign language 
learning (Ellis, 2003; Skehan, 2003). One of the most well-known and comprehensive definitions for the term "task" 
has been proposed by Skehan (1998). He describes a task as follows: 
 "In tasks, meaning is primary and there is some communication problem to solve. There is some sort of relationship 
to comparable real-world activities.Task completion has priority over other performance outcomes and this is what 
the assessment of the task is based on". (Skehan, 1998, p. 85) 
 
Ellis (2003) considers task as a ''workplan"; i.e. it takes the form of materials for researching or teaching 
language. A workplan typically involves the following: (1) some input, i.e. information that learners are required to 
process and use; and (2) some instructions relating to what outcome the learners are supposed to achieve'' (p.16).  
 
2.3. Task Type and Task Performance 
Skehan and Foster (1996) investigated the effects of some different variables on the nature of language 
performance. They used two task types of personal and narrative. Skehan (1998) gives an example of a personal task 
involving asking someone to go to your house to turn off the oven that you have left on. In narrative task, learners 
had to compose a story on the basis of pictures which had some properties in common but no clear storyline. As a 
result of this study, the personal task led to significantly higher accuracy than narrative ones, while the personal task 
led to lower fluency than the other task.  
2.4. Planning Condition 
Ellis (2003, p.226) defines strategic planning or pre-task planning as "the process by which learners plan 
what they are going to say or write before commencing a task". Strategic planning can be guided or unguided. In 
guided planning learners receive (more or less) detailed instructions about how to plan, for example by being 
advised to focus on syntax, lexis, content, or organization. 'Strategic planning' contrasts with 'online planning' that 
can occur during the performance of the task. It can be distinguished from other pre-task options in that it does not 
involve students in a trial performance of the task or in observing a model (Philp, Oliver, & Mackey, 2006).  
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2.5. Measuring Language Production 
Regarding accuracy, most  of  researchers used a measure of  percentage  of  error free  clauses,  or  errors   per  100  
words.  Other  measures  of  accuracy  which   were used  by  researchers  are: number of  self-corrections, target-
like  use  of  verb  tenses, target-like  use  of  articles, target-like  use of  plurals, ratio  of   indefinite  to  definite 
articles, …. For   measuring   fluency, researchers   measured  number  of  words  per minute,  number  of  syllables  
per  minute, number  of   pauses  of  one/two second(s) or  longer, mean  length   of  pauses, number of   repetitions,  
number of false starts, number of  reformulations,  number  of  words per-turn,  etc. (Mehnert, 1998). Wong (2001) 
investigated the influence of task modality, i.e. written and spoken on learners' attention to meaning and form in the 
input. Wong (2001, p.360) employed six tasks for this aim:'' (a) listening to the passage for content only, (b) 
listening for content while attending to the content word inflation, (c) listening for content while attending to the 
definite article the, (d) reading the passage for content only, (e) reading the passage for content while attending to 
the content word inflation, (f) reading for content while attending to the definite article the''. The results of Wong's 
(2001,p.360) study showed no significant difference between attending to 'meaning only' and 'meaning+ inflation' 
but there appeared a significant difference between attending to 'meaning only' and 'meaning+the' and between 
attending to 'meaning+inflation' and 'meaning+the', in the aural condition. 
 
3. Methods 
 3.1. Participants 
There were 60 adult EFL students from four intermediate – level English classes in a bilingual community 
at Jahad-E-Daneshgahi Institute in Urmia. All students were female. They came from a bilingual background i.e. 
Turkish and Persian. They were studying New Interchange series, book 2, edition 3, Cambridge University Press 
(Richards, 2005). The participants were considered to constitute a fairly homogeneous group in terms of their 
learning history and English proficiency. The students were randomly assigned to two groups (each consisting of 30 
students): 1) strategic planned condition group and 2) no–plannedcondition group.  
 
3.2. Instrumentation 
   In this study, a variety of tasks were used, such as a) personal task which is also sometimes referred to in 
terms of how the information has been organized in the task; these task types required the participants to explain to 
their friend how to get to their home from the school and then to turn off the oven that had been left on; and b) 
Narrative task which can be named according to the type of discourse they are intended to elicit.The Narrative task 
required the participants to write a story based on a set of nine pictures from Skehan (1996). All the participants 
were given the same prompt to establish the narrative genre required by the task: "This afternoon, Marry…."(Ellis & 
Yuan, 2004).  
 
3.3. Procedure 
The data were collected from each of the two groups, during normal class time. The tasks were carried out 
under two conditions. The students in their assigned classes were randomly divided into strategic planned or no-
planned groups, each group consisting of 30 participants. Each participant in two groups performed the two tasks 
over a period of three weeks.  
 
In the Strategic Planning (SP) condition, participants were requested to finish writing the tasks within 15 minutes 
and to produce at least 100 words. In this condition, they were given 10 minutes to plan their performance of the 
task. The condition of planning time was based on Crookes (1989), Foster and Skehan (1996). No detailed guidance 
was provided.  
 
In the No-Planning (NP) condition, participants were required to finish the task within 15 minutes and were asked to 
write at least 100 words. This was intended to limit the amount of time, while ensuring that it was possible for the 
participants to complete the task. In this study, no time limit was set, and the participants' different times were noted. 
The different groups of the main study are shown in the following table: 
 
 
Table 1 Group of Variables 
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3.4. Measurements 
       To evaluate the quality of the participants' written production, measures of accuracy and fluency were 
developed. Following Ellis and Yuan (2004) planning or one of the independent variables in this study was 
measured by the following: (a) length of time- by counting the total number of minutes a participant took to 
complete the task; (b) number of words- in terms of the total number of words produced by each participant; and (c) 
number of syllables- in this study, was measured in terms of the total number of syllables produced by each 
participant. As Ellis and Yuan (2004) indicated, to provide measures of learners' productivity, the length of time and 
number of words were designed.The dependent variables are considered as follows: 
(a)Fluency measure: Syllables per minute-the total number of syllables produced dividedby the total number of 
minutes a participant takes to complete the task. This is a general measure of fluency in other studies in the area of 
task-based research.  
(b) Accuracy measure:Errors per 100 words-the total number of errors produced per 100 words. Following 
Mehnert (1998), this is more accurate than the other measures of overall accuracy that take account of the number 
of errors per clause since clauses can be of different lengths. 
 
3.5. The Design of the Study  
     This study followed a 2*2 research design, with two independent variables; i.e. two types of tasks in two 
different planning conditions. The planning time was a between-participants factor represented at two levels: 
strategic planning and no-planning conditions. Task type was a within-participants factor, i.e., all participants 
performed two tasks, personal and narrative.  
The dependent variable was the learners' performance on written tasks. Their performance was measured in terms of 
fluency and accuracy. In this study, both between and within comparisons were supposed to be made. The procedure 
of the study can be summarized as follows: 
(1) Dependent Variable: EFL learners' performance, in terms of accuracy and fluency on the different 
written tasks, i.e. Personal task and Narrative task. Measurement: interval or scale. 
(2) Independent Variables:a)Planning condition with two levels, i.e. strategic planning and no-planning; 
b) task type with two levels, i.e. Personal and Narrative.Measurement: Nominal. 
(3) Between or within measures:Planning condition was a between-subjects measure, and task type was 
a within-subjects measure. Statistical procedure: ANOVA 
 
4. Results 
After data gathering, descriptive statistics, i.e. means, standard deviation, and sample sizes were exploited to analyze 
the underlying assumptions of the statistical procedures of the study. In order to test the relationship between two 
planning conditions and different aspects of performance T-test was run. A series of two-way ANOVAs, for 
between-subjects effects, were also carried out on each dependent variable, i.e.  fluency and  accuracy to  locate  the 
effect  of   strategic planning  time, task type, and their  interactions. The relationship between two task types and 
aspects of performance was explored through implementation of one-way ANOVA. 
 
 4.1. Investigation of the first research question:  
Q1: Is there any relationship between task types, i.e. personal and narrative tasks, and different aspects of Iranian 
Intermediate EFL learners' written performance in terms of accuracy and fluency?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 2  Descriptive Statistics of Fluency and Accuracy for the Task Types 
Oneway 
Levels of factor:Planning condition     Levels of factor: Task type  
        Narrative Personal 
Strategic planning         Group 1 Group 1 
No – planning         Group 2 Group 2 
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    Table 2.shows the descriptive statistics for the  two task types with  respect to fluency and accuracy, the 
dependent  variables of this study. A brief look at  the  results  shows  that generally the mean scores in fluency for  
two tasks were higher  than  accuracy. Based on the results, it is revealed that there was a significant main effect for 
the fluency in two task types. The results also indicate  that there was a significant main effect between task types, 
i.e. personal and  narrative tasks, and different aspects of Iranian Intermediate EFL learners' writing performance in 
terms of accuracy and fluency. 
 
Table 3 Post Hoc Tests for Task Type 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
        
 
 
 
 
 
    To discover the precise location of differences, there is a need to perform a post-hoc comparison of the means. 
Here, post-hoc test was run for task factor because only this factor had two levels and the other factor, i.e. planning, 
had only one level.  
In order to establish where the differences were located the Scheffe test was carried out. Table 4.shows the  result of 
this test. As the table shows, the tasks differ from each other significantly with regard to fluency. As the table shows, 
the difference between the personal and the narrative tasks is not significance with regard to accuracy. The 
homogeneous subsets table shows the results clearly: 
 
Table 4 Homogeneous Subsets for Fluency 
Fluency 
Scheffea 
Task N Subset for alpha = 0.05 
1 2 3 
 
Narrative 60  12.0250  
Personal 60   15.6750 
Sig.  
 
1.000 1.000 1.000 
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 120.000. 
 
      The above finding  is  proved  in  Table 4. in  which  each  task is   divided   into homogeneous subsets, thus 
Descriptive 
  N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval for Mean Minimum Maximum 
  Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Fluency Personal 60 15.6750 1.65088 .15070 15.3766 15.9734 13.00 19.00 
Narrative 60 12.0250 1.65749 .15131 11.7254 12.3246 9.00 15.00 
  
Total 120 11.9167 3.47995 .18341 11.5560 12.2774 6.00 19.00 
Accuracy Personal 60 .1413 .26058 .02379 .0941 .1884 .03 1.00 
Narrative 60 .1316 .26358 .02406 .0840 .1793 .03 1.00 
 Total 120 .1356 .26166 .01379 .1084 .1627 .03 1.00 
Multiple Comparisons 
Scheffe 
Dependent 
Variable 
(I) task (J) task Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Fluency Personal narrative 3.65000* .20002 .000 3.1583 4.1417 
 Narrative personal -3.65000* .20002 .000 -4.1417 -3.1583 
Accuracy Personal narrative .00963 .03387 .960 -.0736 .0929 
 
 
Narrative personal -.00963 .03387 .960 -.0929 .0736 
*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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showing that the mean scores differ from one another. The above mixed factorial ANOVA was just carried out for 
one  of  the  dependent variables, fluency. In order to find the effect of  the independent  variables, i.e. task types, 
and planning   condition, on  the  other dependent variable in terms of accuracy, mixed factorial ANOVAs has been 
presented as follows: 
 
Table 5 Homogeneous Subsets for Accuracy                                        
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 As the above table shows, the  tasks  are  divided  into homogeneous  subsets,  thus showing the mean scores which 
do not differ from one another. Here, the  personal task and the narrative task, which differ from one another in 
terms of the task  type,  do not differ from one another. Therefore, the personal and narrative tasks were placed in a 
separate subset. To summarize, the results of the study showed that the H01 was significantly rejected.    
 
4.2. Investigation of the second research question: 
    Q2: Is there any relationship between strategic planning and no-planning conditions and different aspects of 
Iranian Intermediate EFL learners' written performance in terms of accuracy and fluency? 
 
    The following table shows the descriptive statistics for the planning conditions with  respect to fluency and 
accuracy, dependent  variables. A  brief  look  at  the  results  shows  that generally the mean scores in planning  
group  were higher  than  no-planning group. As table shows,  the  mean  scores  of  planning groups for dependant 
variable accuracy were higher  than  the  no-planning groups which shows that the writings of planning group were 
less accurate than the no-planning groups (the formula for accuracy was counting the number of errors per 100 
words).From this it can be guessed that there was a significant main effect between planning conditions, i.e. 
strategic planning  and no-planning, and different aspects of Iranian Intermediate EFL learners' written performance, 
in terms of accuracy and fluency. 
 
Table 6  Descriptive Statistics of Fluency and Accuracy for the Planning Conditions 
One way 
 
4.3. Investigation of the third research question:                                           
Q3: Is there any relationship between strategic planning and no–planning conditions, task types, i.e. personal and 
narrative tasks and different aspects of Iranian Intermediate EFL learners' written performance in terms of accuracy 
and fluency? 
  Table 7. shows, the descriptive statistics for both categories with  respect to fluency and accuracy, dependent  
variables. A  brief  look  at  the  results  shows  that generally the mean scores in planning  group  for two  tasks 
were higher  than  no-planning group.  
Accuracy 
Scheffea 
Task N Subset for alpha = 0.05 
1 
Narrative 60 .1316 
Personal 60 .1413 
Sig.  
 
.960 
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 120.000. 
Descriptive 
  N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 
Minimum Maximum 
  Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Fluency Planning 60 12.4667 3.89442 .29027 11.8939 13.0395 6.00 19.00 
non planning 60 11.3667 2.91768 .21747 10.9375 11.7958 6.00 16.00 
Total 120 11.9167 3.47995 .18341 11.5560 12.2774 6.00 19.00 
Accuracy Planning 60 .2186 .35090 .02615 .1670 .2702 .03 1.00 
non planning 60 .0525 .01757 .00131 .0499 .0551 .03 .08 
Total 120 .1356 .26166 .01379 .1084 .1627 .03 1.00 
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From this it can be guessed that there was a  significant  main effect  for the planning  condition. Also, the  mean 
difference of the two tasks in  planning  and  no-planning conditions reveals  that  the mean scores of these two tasks 
differ from each other. 
 
Table 7 Descriptive Statistics of Fluency and Accuracy for the Mixed Factors 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
           As table 7.  shows  the  mean  scores  of the  planning groups for the dependant variable of accuracy were 
higher  than the mean scores of  the  no-planning groups, which shows that the writings of the planning group were 
less accurate than the no-planning groups (the formula for  accuracy was counting the number of errors per 
100words). Also, with regard to the planning time (if we calculate the mean differences), the writings of the no-
planning groups were much more accurate in the narrative task, which means that  planning had no additional effect 
on the narrative task with regard to accuracy.  
 
Table 8 Tests of Between-subjects Effects 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Source Dependent 
Variable 
Type III Sum of 
Squares 
Df Mean Square F Sig. 
Corrected 
Model 
Fluency 3687.067a 5 737.413 395.262 .000 
Accuracy 2.494b 5 .499 7.995 .000 
Intercept Fluency 51122.500 1 51122.500 27402.259 .000 
Accuracy 6.615 1 6.615 106.031 .000 
Group Fluency 108.900 1 108.900 58.372 .000 
Accuracy 2.483 1 2.483 39.805 .000 
Task Fluency 3490.550 2 1745.275 935.488 .000 
Accuracy .006 2 .003 .049 .952 
group * task Fluency 87.617 2 43.808 23.482 .000 
Accuracy .005 2 .002 .037 .963 
Descriptive Statistics 
 Group Task Mean Std. Deviation N 
Fluency Planning Personal 16.8333 1.35505 30 
Narrative 12.5667 1.67095 30 
Total 12.4667 3.89442 60 
non planning Personal 14.5167 .96536 30 
Narrative 11.4833 1.46706 30 
Total 11.3667 2.91768 60 
Total Personal 15.6750 1.65088 40 
Narrative 12.0250 1.65749 40 
Total 11.9167 3.47995 80 
Accuracy Planning Personal .2200 .35218 30 
Narrative .2192 .35269 30 
Total .2186 .35090 60 
non planning Personal .0625 .01753 30 
Narrative .0441 .01209 30 
Total .0525 .01757 60 
Total Personal .1412 .26058 40 
Narrative .1316 .26358 40 
Total .1356 .26166 80 
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Error Fluency 660.433 354 1.866   
Accuracy 22.085 354 .062   
Total Fluency 55470.000 360    
Accuracy 31.195 360    
Corrected Total Fluency 4347.500 359    
Accuracy 24.580 359    
a. R Squared = .848 (Adjusted R Squared = .846) 
b. R Squared = .101 (Adjusted R Squared = .089) 
c. R Squared = .730 (Adjusted R Squared = .726) 
d. R Squared = .339 (Adjusted R Squared = .330) 
 
Table 8. shows  the results  for  between-subject  effects  for the two factors of planning, task, and  the   
related   interactions with regard to fluency and accuracy. It  tabulates  the sources  of variation, the sums of  
squares, degree of freedom, i.e. df, mean square, F ratio and p-values, i.e. sig. The three rows, Group, Task, Group * 
Task, were the ones of most interest, since these were related to the two  main  effects  and  the interactions. A brief 
look at the p-value foreach F ratio shows  that:  there  is a significant main effect for planning, and the interaction 
between them with regard to fluency. The results can be summarized in this way: 
 1)  There was a significant main effect of the planning factor: F ( 1, 354) = 58.372; P< 0.05. 
2)  There  was  a  significant  main  effect  for  task  factor: F ( 1, 354 ) =  935.488; P<0.05. 
3) There was a significant interaction between planning and task factors: F (2, 354) = 23.482; P<0.05. 
 
These results showed that interaction between task and planning was significant. Table 8. also shows the 
ANOVA for between-subjects effects for factors of planning, task,  and  their interactions with regard to  accuracy. 
According  to  the  results, there   was  a  significant  main  effect for the planning  but not for the task (p>0.05). 
However, there was no significant interaction between planning and task for the accuracy (p>0.05). Here the results 
for the accuracy were notthe same as for the fluency which was discussed before.  
 
5. Discussion 
The results of this study revealed the significant difference between the planning and no-planning   groups,  
showing  that planning before performing the task helps the learners to achieve a better performance. This finding 
supports the claim made by  many  researchers  (e.g., Crookes,  1989;  Foster &Skehan, 1996, 1997; Yuan &Ellis, 
2004;  Tavakoli&Skehan, 2005 ). Considering both the effect of planning and two task types with  regard to  
performance measures, in this study, planning time had a great effect on the personal task regarding fluency, i.e. the 
mean difference between planned  and unplanned condition was 2.3,  and  the decision task produced the least fluent 
language with the mean difference of -0.1, compared to the narrative with the mean difference of 1.08.With regard 
to accuracy,  planning  time resulted in less  accurate performance in the personal task, with the mean difference of 
0.17, compared to  the  other task, i.e. the narrative, which  produced  similar  gains  with  regard  to accuracy. 
  
Therefore, what seems to be happening here, considering the combination of task type and planning, is that 
participants were operating  under  some  information  processing pressure: they had to allocate attention to 
particular goals at the expense of other goals (Foster &Skehan, 1996). As accuracy  declines  in  personal  task, 
fluency increases. This trade off effect is in line with the limited resources theory: when attention is paid to one 
aspect of performance, the other aspect will suffer. In trying to account for some of the discrepancies with Foster 
and  Skehan  (1996), two potential explanations present themselves. First  of  all,  the  contrast  in  findings may be 
due to the nature  of  the  measures  used. The interesting finding in this study was that the pattern of  Personal > 
Narrative  with regard to fluency and accuracy measures of planning  groups  did  not change  for   no-planning 
groups for two measures except in one case for accuracy. Another  finding  was  that  there  was a  significant  
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interaction  between  task   and planning time with regard to the fluency measure, but no significant  interaction was 
found between task and planning time with regard to accuracy. This   shows   that   planning   time did not magnify 
effects associated with characteristics of the tasks. 
 
6. Conclusion 
     This study has been carried out to find the effectiveness of strategic planning, and task type on performance of 
intermediate EFL learners in written task. The results are summarized below: 
     a) There was a significant difference between strategic planning and no-planning group. The planning groups  
had higher mean  scores  in  the  two tasks and for all performance measures in terms of fluency and accuracy. 
     b) There was a significant difference between two types of tasks with respect to their structure. The structured 
task, i.e. the personal task,  produced the highest mean scores in terms of performance  measures. The narrative task, 
i.e.less-structured task, produced the least mean scores. 
     c) There was no significant interaction between task and planning with regard to accuracy.  
The findings of this study  can  be useful for researchers, language teachers, course designers, material writers, and 
test constructors. 
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